Abstract-Not only being a linguistic device to add color to texts, metaphor is an important feature of our thinking and education (Jensen, 2006) . In the same line, Kövecses (2002) believes in the important role of metaphor in human thought, understanding, and making our social, cultural, and psychological reality. Yet on a closer look, L2 pedagogy has piqued L2 educators' interest in understanding of L2 learner differences. One is the attempt to match the kind of instructional activities to L2 learners' preferred styles. This study is an attempt to investigate the role of cognitive style of field (in) dependence (FI/FD) on L2 learners' performance in recognition, text-based true-false, and text-based scriptally implicit tests of metaphor. For the purpose of this study, 80 senior undergraduate university students majoring in English Translation were selected from among 110 students through a 50-item Nelson English Language Proficiency Test adopted from Fowler and Norman Coe (1978) with reasonable measures of validity and reliability. Then, the cognitive style of FI/FD and metaphorical performance were assessed, respectively. As for the former, GEFT developed by Witkin, Raskin, Oltman, and Karp (1971) was run. Regarding the latter, refined through conducting factor analysis, the tests of metaphor were run. After running a one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), the data revealed a significant difference between the cognitive style of FI/FD on all kinds of metaphor tests. The study could have some implications for L2 research and pedagogy that will be discussed throughout the paper.
I. INTRODUCTION
Metaphor has long played an important role in an L2 as an omnipresent phenomenon not only in everyday speech but also in human thinking (Kö vecses, 2002) . In light of this fact, the use of metaphor is so widespread that an understanding of these invaluable expressions is essential to successful communication, whether in listening, speaking, reading, or writing. In addition, upon reading a written discourse, the potential readers may be amazed by the great abundance of metaphorical uses of language.
As Jensen (2006) explains, metaphors have filled our language, literature, and art. However, Lakoff and Johnson (1980) go far beyond this and contend that "metaphor is pervasive in everyday life, not just in language but in thought and action" (p. 4). Unlike this ubiquitous role of metaphor in thought and language, which assigns a main role to the contemporary view of metaphor, Aristotle, who believes in the classical view of metaphor deems metaphor as an ornamental tool suitable for poetry and as a useless device for scientific discourse. But Kö vecses (2002, p. 199 ) takes this idea way more steps forward and regarding the classical view of metaphor is against the view that metaphors are "consisted of two or more words and that the overall meaning of these words cannot be predicted from the meaning of constituent words."
To put it plainly, Kövecses (2002) argues that metaphor is not an expression that has a special meaning in relation to the meanings of its constituting parts, but "it arises from our more general knowledge of the world embodied in our conceptual system" (p. 201). All the same, within the framework of L2 research, the empirical works from cognitive science (e.g., Gibbs, 1994; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980; Lakoff & Turner, 1989; Turner, 1996) show that metaphor is not a sheer linguistic or rhetorical figure, but is a fundamental part of people's ordinary thought. and metaphorical use of language in recognition and text-based tests of metaphor, upon examining the relevant literature, one would spot areas of neglect in this research domain. Thus, if the study of the relationship between the cognitive style of FI/FD and performance in metaphor tests is so important for L2 learner's success, both in their academic studies and communication in L2, it makes sense to try and probe into such area.
From the above discussion and to the best of the present researchers' knowledge, almost no attempt has been made to investigate the difference between the FI/FD cognitive style and the metaphorical test performance, whereas, according to Kövecses (2002) , metaphor has an important role in human thought, understanding, and making our social, cultural, and psychological reality. Therefore, the specific focus in this study is to assess the L2 learners' metaphorical test performance in recognition, text-based true-false, and text-based scriptally implicit tests of metaphor. In line with the above sections, the present study is an attempt to provide answers to the following questions:
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A. Participants
For the purpose of this study, 80 senior undergraduate university students including both male and female, majoring in English Translation were selected from Isfahan University, Shahrekord University, and Shahid Chamran University of Ahvaz. Their age ranged from 19 to 26 with Persian as their L1 language. The participants were selected in line with their mean scores and standard deviations, from among 110 students through a 50-item Nelson English Language Proficiency Test with reasonable measures of validity and reliability. The reason for the selection of the aforementioned L2 learners was that they had passed a course on Application of Idiomatic Expressions in Translation/Language. Therefore, it was assumed that these undergraduates had familiarity with metaphors.
B. Materials
For the present study, the materials were as the followings: The first material was a 50-item Nelson English Language Proficiency Test, most commonly used for the advanced level, adopted from Fowler and Coe (1978) to make sure that all the participants enjoyed the same level of proficiency, and accordingly, to homogenize them prior to the study. In the current study, the reliability coefficient of this test was high (Cronbach's Alpha = .82).
The second material was a paper-and-pencil test of GEFT adopted from Witkin, Raskin, Oltman, and Karp (1971) to assess the cognitive style of FI/FD. The previously mentioned test required the participants to separate an item (i.e., a simple geometric shape) from a background (i.e., a more complex shape). In this test, the participants who managed to recognize a hidden figure from a field were FI and those who failed to do this task were FD. Of the vital importance is that Witkin et al. (1971) reported a Spearman-Brown reliability coefficient of .82 for their instrument. It should be mentioned that the reliability of the aforementioned test was also examined for the current study via Cronbachʼs Alpha that turned out to be .78.
The third material was a metaphor test consisting of three parts: recognition, text-based true-false, and text-based scriptally implicit tests from the books English Idioms in Use (McCarthy & O'Dell, 2002) , Idiom Organizer (Wright, 1999) , and Practicing Idioms (Watson, 1991) given to the participants in order to investigate their metaphorical performance (see Appendix). The metaphor test was a multiple-choice test consisting of 15 recognition tests of metaphor and three passages as the text-based tests of metaphor. Each passage consisted of five true-false and five scriptally implicit questions, respectively. Thus, every passage included 10 questions and the total number of the questions regarding the passages was 30.
Concerning the true-false questions, each item was followed by three answers of true, false, and not given. In addition, the scriptally implicit questions were 15 open-ended sentences to be completed by one of the alternatives presented in the form of multiple-choice test. In fact, according to Alderson (2000, p. 87 ), these questions require readers to integrate text information with their background knowledge to find the correct responses to the questions. Every correct answer had one score. Therefore, the total score for the recognition test of metaphor was 15 and for the passages 30, respectively.
Furthermore, in order to refine the test items and form a smaller number of coherent subscales, prior to use them, Factor Analysis was conducted. The 60 items of the metaphor tests were subjected to principal components analysis (PCA) using SPSS Version 16. Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed the presence of many coefficients of .3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .618, exceeding the recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 1970 (Kaiser, , 1974 and Bartlettʼs Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1954) reached statistical significance, supporting the factorability of the correlation matrix. The results of parallel analysis showed only three components with eigenvalues exceeding the corresponding criterion values for a randomly generated data matrix of the same size (60 variables × 160 respondents).
The three-component solution explained a total of 44.85% of the variance. To aid in the interpretation of these three components, Oblimin rotation was performed. The rotated solution revealed the presence of a simple structure (Thurstone, 1947) 
C. Procedure
All in all, this research study consisted of three phases: Assessing Proficiency, Cognitive Style, and Metaphorical Performance, each with its own specific procedures.
To collect the data, first, a 50-item Nelson English Language Proficiency Test was administrated. As Table 1 shows, according to the proficiency mean score (M = 26) and standard deviations (SD = 11) assessed by SPSS, 80 participants from among 110 ones whose scores were from 15 to 37 were selected: Second, in order to assess the participants' cognitive style of FI/FD, the selected participants were given GEFT. This paper-and-pencil test contained three sections including 25 figures. The participants were asked to identify eight simple shapes labeled A to H in the complex figures. The criterion for the participants' dichotomization is 11. Those who got scores above 11 are considered as FI and those below 11 are considered as FD. It should be mentioned that the seven figures in section 1 of the test are just for the purpose of practicing and familiarizing the participants with the test procedure, and they are not considered in the test scoring. Thus, the scores range between 0-18. The second and third sections for identifying the FI/FD learners were both five minutes long and consisted of 9 items, respectively (the test totally lasted 12 minutes). The possible scores ranged from 0 to 18. A score of 11 and above showed the FI learners and a score of below 11 identified the FD learners. The participants were informed about the purpose of the study before collecting the data.
As the last part of data collection, in order to assess the participants' metaphorical performance, three kinds of metaphor tests-namely recognition test of metaphor, text-based true-false test of metaphor, and text-based scriptally implicit test of metaphor-were given to the participants according to their code for GEFT. The aforementioned metaphor tests consisted of 15 recognition questions and three passages as text-based part. Each passage consisted of five true-false and five scriptally implicit questions to be completed by one of the alternatives, respectively. Thus, every passage included 10 questions and the total number of the questions regarding the passages was 30. The participants had to choose their alternative by putting a check mark (√) in the answer sheets distributed among them.
III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The raw data gathered from the FI/FD learners in such three kinds of metaphor tests as recognition, text-based truefalse, and text-based scriptally implicit questions were submitted to the SPSS, and the subsequent computations were made as presented in Table 2 : In recognition test of metaphor, the mean score for the FD learners is 8.15 and for the FI learners is 9.94, respectively. Although statistically significant, the actual difference in the two mean scores is small, almost less than 2 scale points. In text-based true-false test of metaphor, the mean score for the FD learners is 10.47 and for the FI counterparts is 8.33, which shows a statistically significant difference. At last, in the scriptally implicit test of metaphor, the mean score for the FD participants is 9.38 and for the FI ones is 8.63. Although statistically significant, the actual difference in the two mean scores is small, almost less than 1 scale point.
In order to compare the FD and FI groups and analyze the mean differences between the aforesaid groups in all three kinds of metaphor tests, MANOVA was done. In this study, the aforementioned metaphor tests were recognized as the dependent variables and the cognitive style of FI/FD was recognized as two levels of the independent variable. To test for multivariate normality, the present researchers calculated Mahalanobis distances:
JOURNAL OF LANGUAGE TEACHING AND RESEARCH 879 According to Pallant (2007) , individuals whose mah-1 scores exceed these critical values are considered outliers. In Table 3 , under the column marked maximum, Mahalanobis distance value is 17.76. Then, this number is compared to the critical value determined by the number of dependent variables being the value for degree of freedom (df). The number of the dependent variables in this study is three. Thus, the critical value in this case is 16.27.
In the current study, Mahalanobis distance value (17.76) is larger than the critical value (16.27). Thus, there are multivariate outliers in the study. Through looking at the data file, one of the cases exceeded the critical value of 16.27, suggesting the presence of one multivariate outlier. This was the person with ID = 9 and a score of 17.76. Because there was only one person and his score was not too high, the present researchers left this person in the data file. In the next stage, the assumption of linearity between the dependent variables was checked. There was a straight line relationship between each pair of the dependent variables. To test whether the data violates the assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, Boxʼs Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices was studied. The Boxʼs M Sig. value is .116 that is larger than .001; therefore, this assumption is not violated: In the Sig. column, none of the variables are less than .05. In fact, they do not record significant values. Therefore, equal variance is assumed, and the assumption of the equality of variance is not rejected. In order to see whether there were statistically significant differences among the groups on a liner combination of the dependent variables, the set of 880 JOURNAL OF LANGUAGE TEACHING AND RESEARCH multivariate tests of significance was studied. One of the most commonly reported statistics, according to Pallant (2007) , is Wilkʼs Lambda as presented in Table 7 : In the second section of the Multivariate Tests Table, in the row labeled with the name of the independent variable (cognitive style), the value for Wilkʼs Lambda and its associated significant level are presented. The Wilkʼs Lambda value is .842, with a significant value of .004 that is less than .05; therefore, there is a statistically significant difference between the FI/FD learners in terms of their metaphorical performance. Because a significant result was obtained on the multivariate test of significance, there is a chance to investigate further in relation to each of the dependent variable. Thus, the Test of Between-Subject Effects output box should be studied.
Due to a number of separate analyses, Pallant (2007) suggested a higher alpha level to reduce the chance of a type 1 error. The most common way of doing this is to apply what is known as Bonferroni adjustment. In its simplest form, this involves dividing the original alpha level of .05 by a number of analyses that the researchers intends to do. In this study, there are three dependent variables to investigate (recognition test of metaphor, text-based true-false test of metaphor, and text-based scriptally implicit test of metaphor); therefore, .05 is divided by 3, giving a new alpha level of .017. The result is considered significant only if the probability value (Sig.) is less than .017.
Thus, in the Test of Between-Subjects Effects box presented in Table 8 , the values in a row labeled with the independent variable (cognitive style), each of the dependent variables is listed with their associated univariate F, df, and Sig. values. Upon looking for any values that are less than .017 (our new adjusted alpha level) in Table 8 , the Sig. column for all the three dependent variables in the row labeled with the independent variable (cognitive style) reported a significant value less than the cut-off point (with the Sig. values of .004, .002, and .011). Thus, the significant difference between the FI/FD learners was on all kinds of metaphor tests.
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The importance of the impact of cognitive style on metaphorical performance was also evaluated using the effect size statistics provided in the final column. Partial Eta Squared represents the proportion of the variance in the dependent variables (recognition, true-false, and scriptally implicit) that can be explained by the independent variable (cognitive style). Utilizing commonly used guidelines (.01 = small, .06 = moderate, .14 = large) proposed by Cohen (1988, p. 284-287) , this value of .101 for the recognition test of metaphor is considered somehow a large effect and represents 10.1% of variance explained by cognitive style. The aforementioned Partial Eta Squared for the text-based true-false test of metaphor is .114, which again is considered somehow a large effect and represents 11.4% of variance explained by cognitive style. Finally, Partial Eta Squared for the scriptally implicit test of metaphor is .079, which is considered quite a moderate effect and represents 7.9% of variance explained by the cognitive style of FI/FD.
IV. CONCLUSION
Being at the nexus of mind and language, metaphor has been studied by different scholars (Gibbs, 2006; Lankton, 2002 ; Roberts & Kreuz, 1994; Tendahl & Gibbs, in press;) in order to define this ilk of metaphorical language and, in main, understand its function in language, thought, and culture. This manifests itself in a unanimous agreement among the aforesaid scholars who astonishingly believe that the mind is also metaphorical in nature.
Thus, metaphor is not merely a figure of speech, but may as well be attributed to the mental mappings in which one conceptualizes source and target domains of metaphor (Tendahl & Gibbs, in press ). Tendahl and Gibbs justify the idea that particular keywords from the source domain may activate a conceptual metaphor that involves understanding one conceptual domain in the light of another conceptual one; and accordingly, the inference occurs. The aforementioned model is in accord with Lakoff and Johnson's (1980) model of conceptual mappings. Just the same, through proposing conceptual blending theory, Fauconnier and Turner (2002) introduce another major development being of paramount importance in cognitive linguistics relevant to metaphor. Through extending this theory to the realm of metaphorical language, metaphorical meaning is captured by a blended space having in common some structure from both source and target domains. In other words, blending theory extends conceptual mapping by creating mappings that are not unidirectional between source and target domains (Tendahl & Gibbs, in press ).
Thus, the findings of this study are consistent with the one by Boers and Littlemore (2000) who explain that the possibility of different approaches towards conceptual metaphor may be related to different cognitive style. To explain the reason for the aforesaid metaphorical performance, based on Boers and Littlemore (2000), the analytic participants, or FI learners are more likely to conceive the two domains of metaphor (i.e., source domain and target domain) as distinct domains, whereas the holistic participants, or FD ones are less able to ignore irrelevant contexts.
To jump on the bandwagon of Boers and Littlemore (2000), L2 learners with different cognitive style understand conceptual metaphors in two ways. FI L2 learners use the approach of mapping across two distinct domains of source and target ones that is in accord with Lakoff and Johnson's (1980) model of conceptual mappings. Lakoff and Johnson's (1980) conceptual mappings assume that all the concepts are structured through more basic concepts and they argue that metaphorical conceptual mappings are not only reflected in the expressions that one may use, but also one use these conceptual mappings to understand metaphorical expressions. As a result, this capacity facilitates metaphor recognition.
On the other hand, using the model of blending or conceptual integration of different domains, Fauconnier and Turner (1994 , 1998 believe that FD L2 learners conceive the source and target domains of metaphor as an integrated entity, whereas analytic L2 learners are more likely to conceive the source and target domains of a metaphor as separate parts.
These explanations, in turn, count as a piece of corroborative evidence for the view held by Oxford and Anderson's (1995) hypothesis, explaining that the holistic individuals, or FD ones study the whole picture of a problem, whereas analytic individuals, or FI ones will focus on the separate parts of the problem. As in the current study, the holistic individuals focused on the text-based tests of metaphor consisting of true-false and scriptally implicit questions, whereas the analytic participants outperformed in the recognition test of metaphor.
Besides, the findings are somehow in line with Palmquist's (2001) conclusion. To determine which metaphors are preferred by L2 learners and why, Palmquist (2001) found that the holistic participants tended to see metaphors with a broad concept base. In a similar vein, the results of the current study reported that L2 learners' cognitive style resulted in statistically significant differences in the recognition and text-based tests of metaphor. To put the same thing differently, the FI L2 learners focused more on sentences than on the overall organization. Hence, the analytic participants attended to the isolated parts of a whole and outperformed in the recognition tests of metaphor, whereas the holistic learners attend to the overall organization of a field and outperform in text-based tests of metaphor, respectively.
In addition, the findings of the present study support the claims of recent researchers like Salmani-Nodoushan (2006) who claim that the cognitive style of FI/FD can be a factor affecting the participants' performance on such different reading task types as true-false. Because holistic L2 learners should read the passage, gain a holistic understanding of each passage, and then answer the questions, they outperform their analytic counterparts on the true-false task.
The findings are obviously in consonance with the one by Brown (2000) explaining that the cognitive style of FD is a style in which an individual tends to look at the whole of the learning task containing many items, and accordingly, the 882 JOURNAL OF LANGUAGE TEACHING AND RESEARCH FD individuals have difficulty studying a particular item when it occurs within the field of other items. FI, on the other hand, refers to a cognitive style in which an individual is able to identify and focus on particular items or events. However, different L2 learners apply various strategies, albeit with a preference for one and their preferred strategies match the aspects of their cognitive styles. The results suggest that L2 learners with different cognitive styles process conceptual metaphors in different ways. FI L2 learners seem to involve the projection of structures across distinct domains resulting in a better performance regarding metaphor recognition, and accordingly, FD L2 learners perform on metaphor tests through conceptual integration of source and target domains and outperform in text-based tests of metaphor, respectively. When Mark started work, he was at the very bottom of the career ladder. He had quite a dead-end job doing run-ofthe mill tasks. He stayed there for a couple of years, but then decided that he had to get out of a rut. He pulled out all the stops and managed to persuade his manager that he should be given more responsibility. The deputy manager got the sack for incompetence and Mark stepped into his shoes. For several months, he was rushed off his feet and he had something very difficult to do to keep on top of things. As a result, he was soon recognized as an up-and-coming young business man and he was headhunted by a rival company for one of their top jobs and so he climbed to the top of the career ladder. He had difficult days at work. He was all snowed under because their company had some important visitors. So, Mark put long-term tasks on hold and took rest for a short time.
APPENDIX METAPHOR TESTS

Recognition Test of Metaphor
Part Ӏ : a. was at a loose end b. was up to his ears c. didn't lift a finger d. didn't burn a candle at both ends 8. Because Mark's tasks were ………., he put long-term tasks on hold.
a. short-sighted b. down-and-out c. run-of-the mill d. out-and-out 9. Mark was really busy in his company and ………. . a. swanned around b. horsed around c. put a face to a name d. had enough on his plate 10. Because Mark was really busy, he didn't have time to just sit at his desk and ………. . a. twiddle his thumbs b. put a face to a name c. be a drop in the ocean d. be on the cards Passage 2 Dear Paula, I'm 22 and work in a theater. I have been going out with a boy for the last 6 months, but lately it has all gone wrong. In fact, it was love at first sight. When I first saw him, he just took my breath away. I could hardly speak; he was so attractive and intelligent. We started going out. I have always had a soft spot for penniless artists like him. I didn't know whether he is keen on me or not. Then, I realized he had fallen for a good friend of mine. They had fallen head over heels in love. The news was so terrible that upon its hearing I started to cry. I just didn't know what had hit me. I asked him about it, but he got angry and told me that side of his life had nothing to do with me. I have mixed feelings about this news, and I don't know which way to turn. What should I do? My father had been feeling under the weather and he was at death's door. If you had seen him, you would have thought the same: He looked like death warmed up. He was in hospital for a couple of weeks, and then he came to stay with us for a week while he was on the mend. When he seemed as right as rain, we told him to go away for a few days to recharge his batteries. After one day beside the sea, he no longer felt off-color and by the second day he knew he was on the road to recovery. He sent us a post card and we were all glad to learn that he was alive and kicking again. By the end of the week, he returned to work as fit as a fiddle. 
